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We are united in opposing the installation of a Speint wircless site at 800 Carlisle ffile
number 2004-0863). We are appealing to the City Council 10 overium the approval given
bw the Planning Commission. Thank vou.

Signature

WName

Uli Palli
m;fuw
Mei-Ling Shek-Stefan
Preter M. Stefan

Paul Healy

Terry Grossman

Charles Grassanan
“hars Ziemelis

BRIBR SIENEYS

Mary Melisarn

Roben Meleam
Kathering Foist
THemaas O Caies

Address
§24 Covenary Cr.
$24 Coverney Ct
820 Coventry Ct,
820 Coventry Ct,
823 Coventry CL
8§16 Coventry Ct.
816 Covenry Ct.
£12 Caventry Cr.
#12 Covemry Ct
$27 Coventry Ct.
£27 Covenary C1.
1403 Kingfisher Way

1403 Kingfisher Way

Jobn Ameling £19 Covemtry Cr.
Susan Charbonneau 219 Coventry C1.
Bala Venkat 1409 Kingfisher Way
Sumite Ja:-'ar.aman 1404 Kingfisher Way
Roben Hoop 1439 Kingficher Way
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We are united in opposing the installation of a Speint wireless site a1 800 Carlisle (fle
nuenber 2004-0863 ). Wi are appealing 1o the City Council to overium the approval given
by the Plansing Commission. Thank you.

Signatume Name Address

1 Alsece Pyle 1394 Lillian Ave
2 Meera Nandakumar 1353 Lillian
3 _Karen Zubillaba 1380 Lillian
s 7. 2ubillaga 1380 Lillian
5 ! Karen R. Lehman 1386 Lillian
3 Robert G. Loflis 1387 Lillian
7 Sepsonq Wnge L 1375 Lillian
ﬁj: Steven Howser 1369 Lillian

. o May Wang 1357 Lillizn
10, fva L. Hendrix 1356 Lillian
1 ) e
12_ m&/m‘g} 1339 Lillian
13 = Dol Lelimain 133 litkian
iy (Saor Se {f'qurk 162 Cllian
35f pmq| 4 (Qfm-k. 1362 {.‘."',t’,“:m
5 Tatpi, (et nite (350 Llbey
I Ing Leg (533 \llion
15 ) N xprvnag Stindar 1393 LILL AN
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We are united in oppesing the installation of & Sprint wireless site at 800 Carlisle (file
number 2004-0863 ). We are appesling to the City Couneil 10 overtum the approval given
by the Planning Commission, Thank you.

: S':?:arm /”‘c?}a—— Name Address
Vi _ Toik Yamashita 1408 Kingfisher Way
2 _.'.’. % o Facunatitn 1408 Kingfisher Way
i | e bor Cocherr————H3-Rimgisher Wy (aigeed 00 2ec 1)
4_: _RAGaw SRINWVASAN 1415 Kingtisker Way
5.4 &7 Kristina J. Phatak 1427 Kingfisher Way
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We are united in opposng the inssallation of & Sprint wireless site at 800 Carlisle ifile
nuimber 2004-0863 ), We are appealing to the City Couneil 1o overtum the appeoval given
by the Planning Commission. Thank you

Stenature Name Address
by T 7 RowenaCaban 1393 Arleon
0 Monno Meng 1380 Ardeen
x. Steven Harton 1380 Arleen
4 Kim Thurgate 1563 Arleen
33 Linda Dysart 1368 Arleen
6, Aol Lidie Fogovice 1350 Arleen
1 Rebert CGarral 1339 Arfeen
L e t532Arbeer (s fonpr (35 hese)
9. w ococd 1363 Pauline
10 “Fihur §. Kushner 132 Glencee CL
il ./R{a'mna Rushmer 732 Glencoee Ct
12 =Masayo Hirmyams 1402 Harrier Cx
13 ~him Kaila 1382 Flicker Way
14 Yagil Hertzberg £33 Carlisle Way
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File 2004-0883

820 Coventry Ct.,
Sunnyvale, CA 94087.
2005 March 14

Dear Council;

I shall first explain why | am against the tree-pole at 800 Carlisle. Then | should share
with you the context of our petition.

| am against the tree-pole for the following reasons: (1) | do not wish to have a tall
unsightly structure dominating the scene in front of my house. (2) 1 fully sympathize with
my neighbors who live even closer to the tree-pole. (3) The tree-pole would degrade the
quality of the neighborhood. (4) | am concerned about the possibility that a repeater site
is just the first step towards a full cellular site that would have serious implications, not
just for our neighborhood, but also for city guidelines.

The first three reasons come under the category of aesthetics. The approved tree-pole
would fail a "blend-in" test at a large distance and would, at a shorter range, fail another
"visual" test in addition. My husband and | went to Miller and Stevens Creek, to see how
easy or difficult it would be to identify a tree-pole. We did not know where it really was,
or what to expect. We decided we would park the car and walk around. As socon as we
got out of the car, Peter said," There it is!" Then [ saw it too - of just the tip of it, above
the tops of some trees. Even at a iarge distance it was unmistakably different from a live
tree, probably because of the unnatural green color of the artificial foliage. Upon closer
approach, at about 200 ft or so, the antennas and cables near the top jumped into view.
Even if one mentally blocked out the unsightly antennas and cables, the tree-pole looked
out of place not just because of the color of the artificial foliage, but also because of its
disproportionately large trunk. At 100 f or so, one could see certain details in the

construction, such as the joints on the trunk where the artificial branches were slipped on.

It seemed to me to be a visually sloppy job. This tree-pole was 55 ft tall, and the artificial
foliage started at about 10 ft above ground level - a modern tree-pole. | realized that the
tree-pole stood out so well because there were nearby trees that provided a visual
reference, and contrast. Such a tree-pole would even stand out more at 800 Carlisle
because the trees in its immediate vicinity are much shorter.

There may be a tendency for decision-makers to view the tree-pole in visual refation to
the facilities which already exist at that location. However, | feel that the tree-pole should
be viewed in relation to the trees nearby. A common sentiment | have heard, especially
on Lillian, is something like: "We don't want any more ugliness around here!"

Serious policy issues may arise, in addition to more aesthetics problems in the
neighborhood, if a repeater site is the first step towards a full cellular site. A possible
motivation for developing a full celiular site at 800 Carlisle may be the elimination, or
sale, of the site at 958 Ei Camino Real, which is only 1/2 mile away. (I have read that
Sprint is planning to sell cellular towers to Global Signal.) | may be wrong, but | feel that
this would be going beyond the purpose of better serving Sprint customers in the super-
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blzck. Furthermore, this would mean that effectively a telecom company could be
migrating a roof-mounted site in a comrmercial zone to a free-standing structure in
a residential zone. One coes not know what such a precedant may lesd 1o,

Althowgh we have suggested better wiikzation of commercial zones, it may gl ba
datermined that a she withi he supar-tlock is the ealy solution for better serica 1o
Sprnt customers. if city staff from two divisiens and the apalicant can wark logetherin
Ortega Parx, then my faars stated above will be groundiess. | hape my Tears will be
aroundiess.

Co-location of cther carniars wauld be problematic at 800 Carlsle, Akhough the
aporoved tres-pole technically pravides provisions far the co-location of twa addiional
camars, tis not clear ¢ other camees would be happy wilh antenna heights which are
net a5 competitive as 1he appicant's. Given my cbservations at the Planning
Commissicn hearing, | am concemed that ona 55 fi tree-pole may neturally beg=t a
coupks of ather 55 i res-poles, or may be substitvted By 5 85 ft frea-pola n tha future.
AL Onmega Park, the two talest light fixtures have the same height. Morgaver, & the two
divizions of Parks & Recraation and Planning work tageiher, theds Wil b& checks and
halances

InJanuary this year. we wens gnorant about many things. Caly four 2ersons went to
tha first informational meeting. My husband went in spite of the pounng rain that right. |
did nat realize the significance of mesting atiendance, until | went 1o the heanng by the
Planning Commission, There was a pelibon signed by sody residents, but only five of us
went 1o the haaring at which appraval was given 1o the applicant's progasal, We had no
ergarization, and no knowladgs of what we should have done. In my recend afan to
cortact residents in the neghborneod who had signed that patition, | cama across quite
& rumber of people who could not beleyve that fhair signatures meant next o nathing
unless they would attend meetings. This was just something we [eamt - the hard way

\We have 2 new cetiton because it is appropriste 1o have an updated one, Within the
time avaiable. some of the residents who signed the old patitian cauld not ba reachad.
Thare ware three wio changed el minds and did nol suppert owr appeal to Coungil,
Ko now additions wene sought, axcapt in 1 ceses whan tha naighborne sald "Ga 1o so-
ang-53". But on the whole, the new patition has reproduced tha data in the old one.

1 did 2t ask any visitor to Panama Park abous their opiniens. sinse my prority was 1o
gel back 1o the residents who would be most afiecied by the tree-pole. Howaver, |
inclusted a fow regsisants who signed tha ald petifion while ey wers at Panama Fark, |
leamt that after | walkaed past many housas 10 find out why thay shauld care abaul &
trao-pale quite far away. It tumed out that thay 109, thought thare was anough
"messiness” around, One parson noded that be ad not equate wirckess access with an
impresved quakty af Ife.

Thank you for reagng this latter
Sincersly

Mai-Ling Shat-Stefan
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Fale 20040863

This letter was dietated 1o Mei-Ling Shek-Stefan o Masch 11 by lva Hendrix, who said
she neaded help.

1356 Lijitan

Dear Counail:

1 de pot Lke the looks of a free-pole. L am
afraid it will develop isto wove prblems lafer. I
am worred that it will have the wrong eHfeclr on the
cale of e house.

Liave to take care of my inwalid son and cannet ge
to the meeting.

1 have Lived here since Jwme 1€, 1950,
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$27 Coventry Coun
Sunmyvale, CA 92087
March 12, 2005

Sunnyvvale City Council:

[ am deeply coneesned about the propasal o construct a 53-Foot artificial tree pole at
B0 Carlisle, in our residentinl (R1) neighborthood. My property shares it back vand
fence with 800 Carlisle.

Many afternoons and svenings 1 relax in my back vard, enjoying the shapes and
colors of nature. [ do not count the shape and cabor of an artificial inee pole among
those pleasuses. Artifieial troe poles ase exactly thar: anificial in shape and color
and quite ugly, Az 300 Carlisle, the tree pole would rise dramatically above the
existing landscape, broadcasting 115 imtnsion and shanenng the beauriful view,
What a deamatic degradation of the estheties of our neighborhood such an anificial
poke would represant!

[urge vou to place this cellular facility in a mone appropriate place, in o commercial
aren it would nog degrade or on nn existing pole where its impact would be limited.

Regands,

Mary E. MeLeam
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March I, 2005
Hmr:hkh-lmnr and Connzil Members

Sumyvalc CA 93086
Dz Mayer and Council Members,

1 din writing 16 erge Councl 1o reject the spplcstion by Sprint PCS foe & use permit for 2 23 foot tall
monopize 3t S00 Carlslile, This anificul oree will be zpproncmately 30 foet tafler tham the surnounding 1rocs on
thee sile and will deesinate (he views fiom cur neghbarkeod. [ and maey of =y neighbors ane oeapormod (hat thes
facitiy will hovee o negative impact on propsrty vahoss in the imsmsadisre srea. We ke contactod several realiors
all of whom bave stazd thot they would sdvise clicsts so Escloss the presence of & such a fagility at the tie=e of a

ol eanae sale,

1 woald I 1o point oot fhat (his ik would violme desen roguremenis for wincless communicatan
faciiimes estoblished in sootion 1950040 of the Cily of Sunncvils Municipal Cods in a1 lees thres aipecis

This facility will be readily visibie fram the nearest rendentiolly zoned property. (1950040 p)

A mew Irocstandme sower is proposed when there east visblo albermatnes that woskd allow mountisyg rhe
ANDETTE) 0 SXESLING SINaCInneE. (19,55 040 a)

A A5 foet i heipht this trep pole violaes the sellack ngeinement of T feet for svery food in helghe
(19,54 040 p)

Albcromtinvg sios gt in Ui aici thit woadd bter ceafioem 1o City codz. One such site, Onzga Park.
wolild alberr plascement of the wireless anlenma on & existing Hghs fatere thes conforming s the moascipal code
sad mizigaing any viswl impace. The light standerd is locaiad 31 8 dStasce prestir than 300 feot fross infabiged
aorizns thars slirminging the need G reguinr testing for emessons oxposun: (mumicipal code 1954150 ).
Acsncizied ground equipment could easity be pleced kn an undergreund vanle, of ihe ermghily bleachers st this ste
could be rebuaill and the greond cquipment plad undemeath, The Cngsa park sie has (he addisosal ndvantnge
of poncsating lesse revenné foe the Criy.

1 wrge Couical 30 ey Ths ke permit foar the 800 Carlisde sile.

Simoerely,

Fiud Hialy



ATTACHMENT.A.

Page \\ of \")/
From: "Pete McCrorie”

To: <cltymgr@ci.sunnyvale.ca.us>

Date: 12/4/2004 10:39:13 PM

Subject: Atrocious cell phone service in Sunnyvale

I am not sure whether you realize it, but Sunnyvale currently gets extremely
poor cell phone service from most, if not all, of the major cell phone
service providers (Verizon might be the exception).

I was recently on an AT&T plan and unable to get any reasonable signal at my
house on Flicker Way. I was recently told by a Cingular representative that
their reception was better that the AT&T reception, and that I should switch
carriers. Unfortunately, but as I expected, the reception did not improve
with Cingular, in fact it now appears worse. The problem is that I don't
seem to have much choice.

While researching dead spots in cellular service, I uncovered many from the
Sunnyvale area, and found cut that this is a known phenomenon for many
years. This leads me to some guestions for you:

1. Is the city of Sunnyvale aware of this problem?

2. Has the city compounded the problem by restricting the building on
new cell phone towers within our city limits?

3. Will the city be willing to "go to bat" for its residents, to get
improved coverage?

4. If the answer to #3 is yes, when can we expect to get some focus on

this issue?

T feel that one of the key measures of being a "great place to live" is the
ability of residents to get services that are at least on par with other
cities in the general area. Unfortunately, it would appear that Sunnyvale is
pretty low on the list when it comes to cell phone coverage. I need a cell
phone for my employment, and it is really restricting and frustrating to
have such poor service at my house, which limits my ability to do my job
effectively.

I look forward to your responses.

Thanks

Pete McCrorie
Sunnyvale
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March 13, 2005
820 Coventry Court
Sunnyvale, CA 94087

Sunnyvale City Council
456 West Olive Avenue
Sunnyvale, CA 94088

Dear Sunnyvale City Council,

I am writing to try to convince you to overturn the Pléhhing‘CorhmiSSion decision
on case 2004-0863 to grant a Use Permit to Sprint PCS for a cellular telecommunications
site on the California Water Service Company property at 800 Carlisle Way.

Essentially, I want to encourage you to take a greater role in the selection of
telecommunications sites, especially when the sites involve residential neighborhoods.
This involves taking a “long-term” view, which recognizes that there are multiple
telecommunications companies (carriers), whose needs must be independently satisfied,
and that the needs we see today may well expand in the future, as existing services
expand and new services enter the marketplace.

I think that you should pre-select the “most-capable” sites within each residential
neighborhood, and offer these locations to the carriers for their facilities, with the
definite implication that other sites in the neighborhoods are “off limits”. Such an
approach, when the sites have been carefully chosen, should minimize the negative
impacts of telecommunications facilities on the surrounding residential properties, and
maximize the effectiveness of the facilities themselves, while further providing for co-
location of multiple carriers at a single site.

Clearly, I have something in mind when I mention “most-capable sites”, and this
may be a point of some debate. I maintain that the “most-capable sites” in residential
communities would generally be public parks and schools. Such parcels of land are
often the largest parcels in a residential neighborhood. They would often allow a
telecommunications facility to be placed far from individual residential properties. This
minimizes the negative impact of the facility on these properties, both from an aesthetic
point of view, and from its influence on the future sale of private properties (some
buyers are, at the present time, hesitant to consider a property near a
telecommunications facility). Secondly, such parceis often contain taller structures than
the surrounding homes: buildings, lighting fixtures, structures for athletic fields, etc.
These provide a preferred location for the facility antennas (see postscript). Finally,
larger parcels offer the best chance for co-iocation of multiple carriers; there may be
multiple structures suitable for antennas and adequate land area for multiple sets of
ground-based support equipment (also see postscript).

In my opinion, sites in commercial and industrial zones do not present nearty the
problem that residential zones present. Building facades, suitable for concealed
mounting of the antennas, are more readily available. Also, the aesthetic and property
value issues may be less important, such that even an un-concealed tower with “top-
hat” antenna array may be acceptable.

But returning to the issue of residential sites, the parcel at 800 Carlisle Way does
not meet the criteria stated above. It is too smail and may be unsuitable for co-iocation
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of the entire group of existing carriers. Residential properties are barely mone than 100
faes 2wy,

Therofore, T hope that you will uphold the appeal and overium the use permit
grantad In case 2004-0852,

ﬁm‘:ﬁdfa

Pater M. Stefa
assoript:

1I'd like o further support Same of the commeants above. Frst, the height of the
fadiity antenna really ssems to make a differencel Loaking at page 1 of Attechment §
from the Planning Commission Report, one can see the zress around aach of Sprint's
ereluler bige station <ites in which excalient signal smength is expected.  Look at the site
mourted on the 3-story Friendship Inn on B Camino Real, near Welde (F204XC154],
Surraunced by buldings of smiar height, it is not very effective. [n contrast, the site at
Braly Park {SF33XC550) covers some 7 dmes the ares, and & lerger area than any other
site on the mep. We were curious about what makes this site so good, and visited the
park to see. It's height! One edos of Braly Park has 3 row of PGAKE lattice towers. Both
sprint and Cingular have celulor sites in thess. Their base station equipment is located
under the towers, batwesn the footings, Cinguiar places thesr antennas hatf way or
2i3:d% the wiay up e towers, but Sprnt got smart! They made their own doubde lattice
box extension to hodd thelr antennas, and placed it at the very top of the fattios tower,
abave all the PGRE wires. 1t must bs aver 90 fest abave ground (something like nine
stodest), I'm convinced that this is why their signal s so effective from this site.
Tncidentally, the same mag in Atachment [ shows a new Sprint site, just north of Braly
Park, which is not vet “on the air". It is almost certainly the same ammangement of
antennas on 2 similar lattice towes, snce iL s locatad in the ling of towers leaving the
park, and it is [isted as 91 feat tall,

IF the facsity antenna can ba high above the surrounding structures, the carnisrg
can have an offective installation. This is why 1 belleva that something e placing an
antenna high on an athbetc Reld Bghteng tower in @ park could result in a very effective
faclity In the midst of an otherwise msidential area, with single-family homes,

Thes grownd 2rea REALLY nesded by the camiers for their support equipment may
not be as large as Sprint is reguasting in this case (15 feet by 25 feat). Therefore, the
proaa taken from park land for such facilities may nal be &5 onerous as ong might first
think. You may be able to press applicants to apply fer @ minimem land ares, to
miririze the negative impact an 2 park Taality, and better parmit oo-location of other
carriers, again with minimum impact. T ey this because wa visied two other c2llular
hass station facllities, 3 "toe pole” nepr the comer of Wolfe/Miller and Steven's Creak
and & faciity hidgan in the facade of the dentist’s office &t the comer of Welfie and
Fremont. The tres-pole fadlity s aut-in-the-opan, in the midst of a parking lot behind 2
two-story office building, One cornar of the parking ot has a dumpster, complately
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surrounded by a decorative-wall enclosure. Two sides of the enclosure face into the
parking lot, while the other two face into bushes and trees. On the larger of the later
two walls, the carrier has placed essentially alt of the support equipment! It is just two
cabinets (with room for a third). On the small side, several smaller boxes, for
connection of an emergency generator, are located. At the dentist’s office site, we
iooked hard for any sign of the facility. Finally, on the horth wall, surrounded by
bushes, we found the familiar two cabinets, attached to the wall. An oversized “drain
spout” was also seen, and probably leads the cables to the roof. We never did see any
sign of the antennas themselves.

It seems clear from these two installations that a carrier can reduce the
“footprint” of the ground support equipment, when necessary.
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Andrew Miner - Re: Monopole at 800 Carlisie Way

Fromi! Andrew Miner

To: Flarity, Carl

Date: 1/4/2005 8:34 AM

Subject: Re: Monopole at 800 Carlisle Way

Dear Mr. Flarity~

Sprint is proposing a new wireless communication structure for thelr PCS wireless phone service. It is not & WiFi
systern, it is for their cell phone service. Thelr technology uses a frequency band which should not interfere
with any household electronics, such as your 2.4 ghz phone.

The staff report is not on the web site because it hasn't been completed yet. You can expect to see it on the
website after 5 pm on Friday 1/21. I have the plans and a photosimulation in the file if you want to come see

them.

Please let me know if you have any other questions or concerns.

Andrew Miner, AICP
Associate Planner
City of Sunnyvale
408 730-7707

»>»> Carl Flarity <spam4carl@yahoo.com> 12/23/2004 9:40:42 AM >> >
Is this an antenna for cell phone or WiFi? Will it interfere with

any household electronics? If this is WiF it will interfere with 2.4

gHz cordless phones. If so, will Sprint replace cordless phones that

become useless?

Also, your notice said there is a staff report about this on the
www. Sunnyvale.ca.gov website. I visited the website but can't figure
out how to find it.

-- Carl Flarity



